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Abstract 

The act of instruction may be conceptualized as consisting of four elements: learning outcomes, learning 
resources, teaching and learning activities, and assessments and evaluation. For instructors in higher education, 
the way they manage the relationships between these elements is what could be considered the core of their 
instructional practice. For each of the elements, this paper seeks to identify open educational practices, their 
affordances, and evidence of their utility in supporting the work of teachers in shifting from existing teaching 
and learning practices to more open educational practices. The literature reviewed and model proposed may 
provide educational developers or proponents of open education a lens with which to discuss open educational 
practices with faculty specifically related to their teaching and learning design practices. 

Keywords: open educational practices (OEP); constructive alignment; open educational resources; educational 
development; innovation in teaching and learning; Creative Commons 

Introduction 

Higher education institutions are situated in an increasingly open technological, social, and legal 
landscape. Various movements are developing which signify those changes, including the emergence 
of open educational resources (OER), massive open online courses (MOOCs), alternative schooling 
and training opportunities, and a desire for increased personalization of educational experiences. 
This paper explores the emergence of this open ecology in higher education and the impact on 
teaching and learning practices. Specifically, this paper explores how the availability and affordances 
of open education may impact the pedagogical choices and designs of faculty who teach in higher 
education. 

Digital technologies have been characterized as protean, unstable, and opaque: protean, in that 
they can be used in a variety of possible ways (Papert, 1993); unstable, in that they are changing and 
evolving rapidly over time; and opaque in that their potential applications and inner workings are not 
always made explicit (Turkle, 1997). Unlike traditional teaching technologies which have more evident 
uses such as a pencil, which is used for writing, or a microscope, which is for viewing small objects, 
digital technologies can be applied in a number of different ways in an educational context (Koehler 
& Mishra, 2009). The affordances, or ways of using, digital technologies present opportunities for 
innovative usage in education but also remain a challenge to apply effectively. 

One affordance of digital technologies is widely recognized; they enable the creation of digital 
resources which can be copied and shared with little cost or effort. The internet now provides a global 
network facilitating search and access to online resources. In the context of higher education, the 
recent emergence of open access to teaching and learning material including educational content, 
learning designs, and learning activities provides a valuable resource for faculty, students, and self¬ 
learners as well as an opportunity to move towards a more participatory culture (Brown & Adler, 
2008; Ehlers & Conole, 2010). Further, open licensing models support the legal copying, adaptation, 
and re-sharing of digital educational materials. 
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Several higher education institutions around the world have leveraged these technologies to 
support teaching and learning (Smith & Casserly, 2006; Hodgkinson-Williams & Gray, 2009; Murphy, 
2013). This is a significant shift away from a time when educational content was mostly only available 
to individuals enrolled in formal education. Institutionally, the impetus to share materials in this way 
may be driven by a marketing objective with an agenda to raise institutional profiles (Dos Santos, 
2008); altruistic motivations to provide access to knowledge (Hylen & Schuller, 2007); or to invite 
innovation networks and collaboration across institutions (Carey, Davis, Ferreras, & Porter, 2015). 
Open educational practices (OEP) are those teaching and learning practices enabled and supported 
by the open movement, either in making use of OER, engaging students in openness, or making 
professional practice more accessible. 

The goal for this paper is to explore the literature on open education, specifically considering and 
scrutinizing the impact on the teaching and learning practices of faculty in higher education. Scholars 
have suggested a move to openness in higher education may provide an impetus for innovative 
teaching and learning processes, resulting in new conceptualizations of teaching and learning roles 
and practices (Lane & McAndrew, 2010; Porter, 2013; Littlejohn & Hood, 2016). In this way, open 
education may be a catalyst for innovation in the practice of teaching in higher education. However, 
these practices must be supported by both an understanding of the affordances of the tools which 
support open, emerging technological literacies and competencies (A. Lane, 2009), as well as 
pedagogical knowledge (Bates, 2011). Additionally, engaging students with openness can advance 
the competences, knowledge, and skills needed to participate successfully within the political, 
economic, social, and cultural realms of a more open society (Geser, 2007; McAndrew, Scanlon & 
Clow, 2010). For those faculty taking on OEP as part of their teaching, a greater understanding of the 
issues, challenges, and necessary supports is needed to further develop OEP (Beetham, Falconer, 
McGill & Littlejohn, 2012; Borthwick & Gallagher-Brett, 2014; Camilleri, Ehlers & Pawlowski, 2014; 
Pitt, 2015; Littlejohn & Hood, 2016). 

Defining Open Education Practice 

While some literature has suggested OEP are simply those which make use of OER, one of the 
founding documents on open education suggests a broader vision. The Cape Town Open Education 
Declaration suggests, 

“open education is not limited to just open educational resources. It also draws upon open 
technologies that facilitate collaborative, flexible learning and the open sharing of teaching practices 
that empower educators to benefit from the best ideas of their colleagues. It may also grow to 
include new approaches to assessment, accreditation and collaborative learning” (The Cape Town 
Open Education Declaration, 2007, para. 4). 

More recently scholars have argued that research on OER should focus less on access to digital 
content, and more so on the impact of openness in supporting innovative educational practices 
(OPAL, 2011; Kimmons, 2016). By exploring a broader notion of openness in education, we 
shift the focus from content (OER) to the practices (OEP) that are necessary for the use of that 
content (Deimann & Farrow, 2013). The shifting focus of discourses from OER towards OEP 
represents a positive advancement of the field, as this represents a change from developing 
and releasing OER content to researching their impact (Weller, de los Arcos, Farrow, Pitt & 
McAndrew, 2015). As found with the costly learning object repository movement, educational 
technology initiatives should support and report on practices and processes rather than products 
alone (Friesen, 2009). 
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Open pedagogy, open educational practices, or open practices, often used interchangeably, have 
been defined as “the next phase in OER development, which will see a shift from a focus on resources 
to a focus on OEP being a combination of open resources use and open learning architectures to 
transform learning” (Camilleri & Ehlers, 2011, p. 6). Several definitions of OEP have been proposed 
in the literature. Wiley (2014) proposed the 5R model to describe the affordances, practices, and 
possibilities of working with OER which form a framework for practice. OEP have also been defined 
as teaching and learning activities where both “resources are shared by making them openly available 
and pedagogical practices are employed which rely on social interaction, knowledge creation, peer 
learning and shared learning practices” (Ehlers, 2013, p. 94). Stagg (2014) contributes a continuum 
model for OEP which ranges from awareness and access of OER, sharing of one’s own works as 
OER, passive remixing of OER, active remixing of OER, and finally student engagement in the 
creation of OER. Hegarty (2015) proposes eight attributes which describe the strategies and policies 
which encompass OER These attributes are broadly focused providing guidance on the qualities of 
OEP while not making specific recommendations for practice. Nascimbeni & Burgos (2016) propose a 
definition which advances towards defining the specific scholarly practices associated with OER This 
definition identifies activities such as course design, content creation, pedagogy, and assessment 
design as areas for infusing OER 

Based on these attempts to articulate OEP and a desire to have a definition which more specifically 
addresses how faculty might make the shift from existing practices to open practices, a working 
definition in the context of this research is proposed. 

Teaching and learning practices where openness is enacted within all aspects of instructional 
practice; including the design of learning outcomes, the selection of teaching resources, and the 
planning of activities and assessment. OEP engage both faculty and students with the use and 
creation of OER, draw attention to the potential afforded by open licences, facilitate open peer- 
review, and support participatory student-directed projects. 

This definition is purposefully intended to align with the model of constructive alignment (Biggs, 1996) 
and provide logical pathways for faculty considering enacting OEP in their teaching and learning 
practices. Previous research suggests there is a need to understand the potential of OEP to change 
educators’ practice around learning design (Harrison & DeVries, 2016). Others have suggested 
the need for concrete strategies which empower faculty to integrate open teaching and learning 
practices (Nascimbeni & Burgos, 2016). The proposed approach provides faculty with ways to think 
about building openness into the design of learning outcomes, selection of resources, planning of 
teaching activities, and design of assessment. 

Method 

The literature review that follows presents research on how emergent OEP are impacting teaching 
and learning practices. These practices are described in terms of their affordances and evidence of 
their utility in supporting educators shifting from existing to open practices. A combination of methods 
was used to conduct this narrative literature review. Web of Science was initially used to source 
literature in relation to the search terms ‘open educational practice’, ‘open education practice’, ‘open 
practice’, or ‘open pedagogy’. A similar query was run using Harzing’s Publish or Perish software 
which retrieves and analyzes Google Scholar citation data. Research databases and Google Scholar 
were used to scan for additional literature. Citation tracing methods were further used to locate 
research cited within the works reviewed. The corpus of literature was then narrowed to include only 
empirical research which focused specifically on OEP in relation to instructional practice. 
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The Atomic Structure of Instructional Practice 

A model of instructional practice will be used to frame the analysis of the literature on OEP within 
the context of teaching and learning. This approach situates OEP within existing instructional 
practice, rather than taking the common optimistic view that openness alone is transformative and 
requires entirely novel pedagogical approaches (Masterman & Chan, 2015). Biggs’ (1996) model of 
constructive alignment provides a framework to guide impactful instructional design and practice. The 
model suggests an ideal synergy between the intended learning outcomes, teaching and learning 
activities which meet those outcomes, and assessment and evaluation which demonstrate the 
achievement of the outcomes. Inherent in the model is the notion that students create and construct 
meaning by engaging in learning activities, rather than having it transmitted to them by faculty (Biggs, 
2003). Supporting this process are the knowledge resources which faculty select to support the 
development of strong outcomes, provide sources for teaching and learning activities, or sources for 
assessment and evaluation. When the elements of instructional practice are well aligned, studies 
have shown that students are more likely to adopt approaches to learning which result in meaningful 
learning (Wang, Su, Cheung, Wong & Kwong, 2013). Thus, students have a clear understanding of 
the outcomes, see their relation to teaching and learning activities, and are better able to plan for and 
achieve success during assessment (Beetham et al., 2012). 

The framework of constructive alignment provides a lens for conceptualizing the integration of 
OEP in a deliberate way. Previous studies have shown that faculty tend to pick and choose aspects 
of OEP might which fit their existing pedagogical approaches (Beetham et al., 2012) or apply a “bolt- 
on” approach to design which foregrounds the addition of technology over the consideration of how 
that integration contributes to meaningful pedagogy (Lyons, Hannon & Macken, 2014). Considering 
OEP within a framework which supports pedagogically sound instructional design practices makes 
it more straightforward to identify specific, relevant, roles for integrating OER and enacting OEP 
(Masterman, 2016). An analysis of the literature on OEP follows considering these four core elements 
of constructive alignment. 

Open Practices for the Design of Learning Outcomes 

According to Biggs, “teachers need to be clear about what they want their students to learn, and 
how they would manifest that learning in terms of ‘performances of understanding’” (Biggs, 1996, 
p. 360). Learning outcomes provide a description of the intended knowledge, attributes, and skills 
of a successful student. Ensuring strongly written learning outcomes are made explicit and openly 
accessible to students, thereby helping them to understand what is needed for success, may be a 
simple way to enact OEP While this may seem a logical activity some scholars have suggested that the 
deliberate articulation of aligned learning outcomes are often not fully considered or communicated 
(Blumberg, 2009). 

Learning outcomes may further be made openly accessible as OER, so that students have a better 
sense of the goals of a course prior to enrolling. Increasing the transparency and accessibility of 
the curriculum also has benefits at the departmental and program level, potentially creating greater 
alignment of courses within an academic program (Lam & Tsui, 2016). The process of sharing and 
aligning course and program learning outcomes among faculty has also been shown to positively 
impact collaboration and collegiality (Uchiyama & Radin, 2009; Petrides, Jimes, Middleton-Detzner, 
Walling & Weiss, 2011) 

Ehlers (2011) articulated a spectrum of open and flexible practices which relate strongly to the 
design of more open student learning outcomes. Low degrees of openness are reflected in learning 
outcomes where transmission and reproduction of knowledge is the intended goal. Medium degrees 
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of openness might be said to exist when learning outcomes are predetermined, but the pedagogy 
is flexible and students are actively involved in collective dialogue. High degrees of openness would 
involve co-creation of the learning outcomes, objectives, and methods by students. Moving towards 
the high end of the spectrum for designing learning outcomes allows for greater personalization, 
autonomy, and self-regulation on the part of students (Ehlers, 2011). The research of Hipkins (2012) 
and Reeve, Jang, Carrell, Jeon and Barch (2004) further support the involvement of students in 
contributing to the formation of learning outcomes, which were found to support personalization, 
autonomy, and increased student engagement. The move towards more open learning outcomes 
further shifts the role of the faculty member from transmitter of knowledge to facilitator of learning. 

While learning outcomes have not been largely ascribed as OER, it has been argued that they 
represent educational artefacts worth sharing, improving, and reusing (Ehlers, 2011). De los 
Arcos, Farrow, Perryman, Pitt and Weller (2014) found that OER that included associated learning 
outcomes were more likely to be used by self-directed learners and educators seeking resources 
for their own practice. Conole (2013) further suggests the use and sharing of visualizations such as 
‘learning outcome maps’ which explicitly link intended learning outcomes, activities, resources, and 
assessment in a visual way. Providing access to these visualized learning designs ensure students 
know how to be successful and helps expose the instructional design and representative pedagogy 
to other educators (Conole & Culver, 2010). 


Open Practices for the Design of Learning Resources 

The selection, adaptation, and creation of learning resources support most aspects of instructional 
practice. Despite the increased availability of openly licensed resources now available, commercially 
developed resources are still dominant in higher education (Allen & Seaman, 2016). Commercially 
developed educational resources limit possibilities for teaching and learning due to their physical 
and digital affordances in combination with most copyright laws around the world. Where a digital 
copy of a textbook is available from a publisher, it is often locked into a proprietary format with 
digital rights protection (DRM), which provides access for a limited timeframe, and under restrictive 
copyright (Wiley, 2014). This significantly limits what both faculty and students can do with their 
learning resources. 

In contrast OER offer significant financial, legal, and technical freedoms. Several empirical studies 
have been conducted to assess educators’ engagement and use of OER. These studies show that 
while awareness of OER is increasing, adoption, usage, and contributions by faculty remain low 
(de los Arcos et al., 2014; Allen & Seaman, 2016; Jhangiani, Pitt, Hendricks, Key & Lalonde, 2016). 
Faculty widely recognize the cost savings for students in assigning OER and evidence of increased 
student performance and satisfaction are emerging (Pitt, 2015; Weller et al., 2015). Further empirical 
research suggests that, in comparison to the use of traditional texts, the usage of OER does not 
adversely impact existing learning outcomes (Robinson, Fischer, Wiley & Hilton, 2014; Fischer, Hilton, 
Robinson & Wiley, 2015; Jhangiani et al., 2016). Faculty cite the challenges of locating relevant, high 
quality, and topical resources in their subject area as a significant barrier to more actively using OER 
(de los Arcos et al., 2014; Allen & Seaman, 2016). 

Despite the challenges cited there is a vast quantity of OER now available on the internet. 
Resources, many of which could be considered educational, licensed with Creative Commons have 
surpassed a billion, tripling in volume over the last five years. Creative Commons speculates that over 
76,000 of those resources are OER; 1.4 million research papers; 46 million articles, stories, books, or 
documents; and over 400 million encompass other forms of media including audio, images, or video 
(Merkley, 2015). These resources may be compiled: into other educational resources; for developing 
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online learning materials (Beaven, 2013); as sources of inspiration (Borthwick & Gallagher-Brett, 
2014; Weller et al., 2015); or for engaging students in creative projects (Tur, Urbina & Moreno, 
2016). More theoretical research is needed on the time, effort, and literacies needed to conduct 
these activities as well as their impacts on pedagogy (Beetham et al., 2012; Jhangiani et al., 2016; 
Littlejohn & Hood, 2016). 

Faculty’s adoption of OER also has a secondary impact on students, in that it may be their 
first exposure to open education, open licensing, and non-commercial sources of knowledge. 
Acknowledging and sharing the resources being collaboratively created through open education 
can have an impact on students’ own knowledge practices (Carey et al., 2015). Not only do these 
practices make the activities in higher education more relevant in modern society but they also foster 
the development of valuable literacies for students entering the workforce (Royle, Stager & Traxler, 
2014). 


Open Practices for the Design of Teaching and Learning Activities 

The availability of OER has been frequently cited as a way for faculty to find inspiration for their 
own teaching and learning activities (Petrides et al., 2011; de los Arcos et al., 2014; Jhangiani 
et al., 2016; Kimmons, 2016). Further, this exposure to practice can create opportunities for the 
collaborative development of learning resources and designs (Masterman & Wild, 2011; Petrides 
et al., 2011). 

Many faculty initially access OER to explore discipline specific pedagogical approaches and 
resources with the intent of enhancing their practice (de los Arcos et al., 2014; Weller et al., 
2015; Jhangiani et al., 2016). By seeking teaching and learning activities which are more openly 
accessible, faculty may review strategies relevant in or beyond their discipline, discovering new 
ways to introduce concepts or design teaching and learning activities (Beaven, 2013). Petrides 
et al. (2011) reported that faculty were able to build upon and adapt OER to enhance their own 
courses. Faculty noted that OER provides ideas for teaching activities in the classroom and 
resources which can be used to design more interactive learning experiences (Petrides et al., 
2011). Engagement with OER has also been found to stimulate critical reflection in faculty leading 
to the reconsideration of existing teaching and learning activities (Beetham et al., 2012; McGill, 
Falconer, Dempster, Littlejohn & Beetham, 2013). 

Much like sourcing OER, faculty report that finding appropriate resources and integrating new 
activities in their curriculum is time consuming (Petrides et al., 2011). Furthermore, knowing where 
to find resources is still reported to be one of the biggest challenges to using OER (de los Arcos 
et al., 2014; Allen & Seaman, 2016). Professional development programs can be helpful in bringing 
faculty together to take time to share and explore practice (Borthwick & Gallagher-Brett, 2014; 
Kimmons, 2016). Further, promoting openness at the institutional level can support capacity building 
and collaboration on curriculum development within departments (Lyons et al., 2014; Karunanayaka, 
Naidu, Rajendra & Ratnayake, 2015). 

Faculty may gradually gravitate towards more OEP as they engage further with the movement. 
Pitt (2015) reported that 25% of faculty who had engaged with OER reported changing their 
pedagogical approaches based on this exposure. Further research is needed to determine 
if engagement with OER leads to the development of OEP Additionally, research is needed to 
determine whether adopting OEP alters the dominant model of teacher-centred education. It has 
been argued that many of the teaching and learning activities which still prevail involve an educator 
mediating an authoritative learning resource, requiring students to study and reproduce it (Geser, 
2007; McAndrew et al., 2010). 
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Students’ perceptions of the move to greater OEP are also crucial to understand, as “teachers who 
use OER instead of lecturing risk being seen as ‘not real teachers’” (Ossiannilsson & Creelman, 2011, 
p. 376). Therefore, research is needed into both faculty’s move towards OEP and the subsequent 
impact on students. The pedagogical value of a move towards OEP is that it can provide space for and 
foster dialogue, co-creation, and participatory learning, deconstructing the teacher-student binary by 
increasing access and inviting participatory learning (Morris & Strommel, 2014). By adopting OEP in 
their teaching and learning activities, faculty may enable students to be further involved in the active 
creation and curation of knowledge during their learning. 


Open Practices for Designing Assessment and Evaluation 

Constructive alignment derives from a constructivist view of learning emphasising the “centrality of 
the learner’s activities in creating meaning” (Biggs, 1996, p. 347). OEP which impact assessment 
rely on the active participation and production of knowledge by students, shifting the role of student 
as consumer of knowledge to student as a producer of knowledge (Neary & Winn, 2009). In doing 
so students are tasked with greater autonomy and must take responsibility for their own learning 
(Ossiannilsson & Creelman, 2011). This may be interpreted as a risky venture for faculty concerned 
about students who are uncomfortable with less traditional teaching methods (Dohn, 2009; 
Ossiannilsson & Creelman, 2011; Gray et al., 2012). Conversely, it has been argued that OEP may 
be a way to bridge the formal/informal learning divide in higher education (Cronin, 2016). 

While introducing students to OER and OER researchers have found that students generally 
hold positive attitudes around the possibilities these practices offer (Tur et al., 2016). Dohn (2009) 
surfaces several challenges related to student’s perceptions around knowledge, learning, and the 
goals of the practice implicit in more open forms of assessment. Engaging students in OEP requires 
a change of orientation around issues such as “authorship, copyright, knowledge production, 
and expertise [...] enabled by the distributed authorship, the renouncement of copyright, and the 
acceptance of one’s text being edited and transformed by later coauthors” (Dohn, 2009, p. 344). 
Despite this, it is argued that more open assessment practices have benefits to the learner, including 
the practicing of digital literacies in the context of teaching and learning, active engagement in 
the production of knowledge, working within and integrating both formal and informal learning 
environments, and developing digital literacies and competencies relevant and needed in future 
workplaces (Dohn, 2009). 

Downes (2010) argues that those benefiting most from OER are the people who are producing the 
resources. This argument is reinforced in Littlejohn & Hood’s (2016) study which investigates how 
individuals learn and construct knowledge through the creation, adaptation, and reusing of OER. 
In engaging with and sharing OER, individuals promote their own work, teaching, and research 
processes. Further, contributors to OER may engage with and form networks around the resources 
they create, collecting feedback and reviews to further improve their work. Following Downes’ 
argument, engaging students as contributors and creators of OER as part of assessment could lead 
to benefits for the student in terms of promoting their own creative work, forging connections, and 
building their own portfolio. 

So much of the work students produce for assessment in higher education remains invisible to 
their peers, wider institution, local community, or the world. Students most often produce works 
which are submitted via closed learning management systems (LMS), then reviewed only by 
the faculty member who provides feedback and a grade. Naturally this is appropriate for many 
instances of assessment, for example sensitive reflections or early formative work. Moreover, 
students may find themselves uncomfortable sharing openly, so flexibility and sensitivities to this 
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should be accommodated (Masterman & Wild, 2011). However, students may be provided with 
encouragement, opportunities, and literacies which empower them to share their work more widely 
if appropriate. In doing so we equip them with the literacies of purposeful searching, curation of 
their own works, understanding of open licenses, and ways of using OER in their professional lives 
(Masterman & Wild, 2011). 

In some cases, it may be quite appropriate that resources created by students during the process of 
their learning should be accessed by future students. By doing so we enable students to build on the 
work of their peers. An example may be found with community outreach projects; providing students 
with access to the work previously done in the community fosters the collective and collaborative 
advancement of a community outreach project. Making student contributions openly available “is 
seen by educators as an important factor for improving teaching and learning and for creating more 
open and participatory cultures” (Alevizou, 2012, p. 11). Student work shared openly invites review, 
comment, refinement, network formation, and potential opportunities for collaboration. “When work 
is done privately - when it is carefully hidden from the public - no synergy is possible. When the 
individual nodes remain disconnected, no network can emerge” (Wiley, 2016, para. 18). Increasingly 
examples of the benefits of open and networked learning can be found in the development of student 
eportfolios, social networks, and personal websites which showcase academic works developed 
through the course of study. 

The literature suggests that faculty should be encouraged to design assignments which involve 
students in the creation and adaptation of OER (Jhangiani et al., 2016). Engaging students in 
the production of OER levels the student-teacher relationship while engaging students as co¬ 
producers of knowledge (Masterman, 2016). Faculty in Masterman’s (2016) study reported that 
engaging students with OEP supported the development of communication, analytical, and 
problem solving skills. Hodgkinson-Williams & Paskevicius (2012) study investigated students’ 
development of agency as they engaged in the development of OER in collaboration with faculty. 
This collaboration resulted in the development of students’ digital literacies while preserving the 
time that faculty would have had to invest in reworking and distributing their own existing materials 
as OER. Involving students in the production of OER allowed them to practice developing digital 
literacies using both informal and formal tools and learning environments. Students developed 
creative agency as they worked, initially removing unnecessary details or addressing copyrighted 
concerns, then questioning the pedagogic design and presentation of the materials. This feedback 
was presented to faculty and the team worked together to address technical and pedagogical 
issues. 

When exploring more openness in relation to assessment and evaluation, some faculty have 
expressed concern this may lead to students copying open versions of previous students’ work or 
sourcing content from the web in academically inappropriate ways (Glud, Buus, Ryberg, Georgsen & 
Davidsen, 2010; Waycott et al., 2010). While this does become possible with more open methods of 
assessment and evaluation, it may be managed through alternative learning designs which challenge 
students to build upon, critique, or evaluate previous students work and adhere to explicit attribution 
and citation inherent in the practice. A core feature of OER is the practice of attribution and usage as 
defined by the permissions embedded in open licences. Developing student literacies around how to 
interpret open licenses, attribute authorship, and appropriately provide links back to the source are 
valuable for working on the open web and in developing creative works. In doing so students may 
further develop an understanding of how adopting open licenses for their own works might enable 
the creative process of others, further developing the commons. 

Conversely, faculty have voiced concern about students creating inaccurate resources and a 
need for quality control of student generated OER (Masterman & Chan, 2015). Peer-review and 
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assessment of student works may help alleviate some of these issues. However, these are valid 
operational issues for enacting OEP around assessment and can be addressed through the thoughtful 
design and alignment of the assessments to the learning outcomes. Further research is needed to 
better understand how engaging students with OEP as part of assessment impacts their knowledge 
creation processes and practices. 


Discussion 

There is mounting evidence that suggests engagement with OEP has the potential to transform 
educational practices by shifting the relationships among faculty, between faculty and students, and 
between faculty and organisations (Ehlers, 2011; McGill et al., 2013; Masterman, 2016). In terms of 
instructional practice, these changes show “potential to flatten the traditional hierarchy and change 
the balance of power in learner/teacher relationships” (McGill et al., 2013, p. 7). The potential for 
increasing accessibility and promoting the sharing of learning outcomes, resources, activities, and 
assessment designs among faculty represents a great opportunity to collectively improve educational 
practice, within and across disciplines. 

Constructive alignment provides a framework to situate examples of OEP within a pedagogically 
sound model for the design of instructional practice. Figure 1 provides a visual model of the main 
themes of OEP drawn from the literature within the model of constructive alignment. For each of 
the elements of the model, examples are provided which may guide faculty towards how to consider 
OEP as part of their design or redesign process. For example, when designing assessment and 
evaluation activities, faculty may enact OEP by exploring ways in which they can engage students 
as producers of content, find ways to integrate peer-review and assessment, promote student 
collaboration, and develop digital literacies. Additional examples may be developed to further 
enhance this model, however this provides a starting point for faculty familiar with learning design, 
but not OEP to conceptualize their practice. 



Exposed, collaborative, and 
collectively improved teaching 
and learning activities 


Student as producer, peer- 
reviewer, collaborator, and digitally 
literate contributorto OEP 


Figure 1: Aspects of OEP within the model of constructive alignment 
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Despite the opportunities presented through this new landscape of OER many in higher education 
operate largely as they did in the past (McGoldrick, Watts & Economou, 2015). Both leadership and 
professional development are needed to support a shift to OER Additionally, further research is needed 
to better understand the phenomenon of OEP and their impacts on faculty and students. It has been 
suggested that educational leadership should embrace “openness as a core organizational value if 
[they] desire to both remain relevant to its learners and to contribute to the positive advancement of 
the field of higher education” (Wiley & Hilton III, 2009, p. 1). Further recommendations have been 
made to embed support for engaging with openness as part of the institutional mission (Masterman 
& Chan, 2015). In many ways, the ethos of higher education is closely aligned to the open education 
movement, however, it is often not made explicit or done in a coordinated way. For Lerman, Miyagawa 
and Margulies (2008) “open sharing of knowledge is at the heart of the academic process. For many 
faculty, it is an intrinsic value, convincingly demonstrated in their teaching and research” (2008, p. 
214). Willinsky (2014) further argues that by opening access to the teaching, learning, and research 
processes which occur in universities, we promote the possibility for unintended lessons and 
unexpected interests among new groups of individuals in society. Openness is a way of engaging 
with our communities, offering a window into the activities happening on our campuses while inviting 
broader access and participation from individuals who might not have traditionally had contact with 
the institution (McGill et al., 2013; Willinsky, 2014). 

Engaging students with OEP may contribute to the development of valuable literacies for working 
in the information age. Despite the increased availability and breadth of available OER, students 
report limited awareness of what this means and how to locate these resources (Czerniewicz, 2016). 
More research is needed into how engaging students with OEP might impact their own personal 
knowledge and creative practices (Carey et al., 2015). Engaging students with OEP may motivate 
students to become engaged in the learning process. By involving them as contributors, collaborators, 
partners, knowledge creators, and reviewers which can lead to enhanced learning experiences (Nel, 
2017). Students may further benefit from the opportunity for peer-review, assessment, and feedback 
enabled by the integration of OEP into assessment design. By inviting students to make selections 
of their work more visible to their peers and the wider public we present opportunities for community 
engagement, network formation, and experiential learning. 

A remaining challenge is higher education’s entrenched relationship with closed systems and 
copyright enforced content. Most higher education institutions have invested in some form of LMS, 
a toolset characterized by its closed, ridged, over functioned, and inflexible nature (Broekman, Hall, 
Byfield, Hides & Worthington, 2014). Many faculty gravitate towards using the LMS as a consequence 
of its availability (Bennett, Dawson, Bearman, Molloy & Boud, 2016). The physical and digital 
boundaries created by these environments determine available pedagogies (L. M. Lane, 2009; Dron, 
2016). Porter (2013) suggests that the rigid technical frameworks which the LMS typically employs 
may act as a barrier to the creation and use of OER. Therefore, tools which explicitly support OEP 
should also be considered as part of the institutional offering. New forms of digital technologies are 
providing opportunities to enact flexible pedagogies which promote student agency, autonomy, and 
self regulation (Evans, Muijs, & Tomlinson, 2015). 

The literacies which support these emergent practices may not come naturally by learning about 
and interacting with OER alone. Professional development and further training is needed to become 
equipped with the skills necessary to effectively leverage OEP for enhancing pedagogy (Petrides et 
al., 2011). This is also true for students, who may not have previously engaged with OEP (Ross, 2012). 
Allocating time to develop literacies in OEP as well as time to work with colleagues to develop and 
share practices are cited as significantly important considerations for fostering OEP (Kimmons, 2016). 
Faculty highly value time to collaborate with other teaching professionals and generate opportunities 
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for open and shared practice (Petrides et al., 2011; Lyons et al., 2014; Karunanayaka et al., 2015; 
Masterman & Chan, 2015; Kimmons, 2016). Engaging faculty with professional development 
opportunities around OEP are noted as essential elements to increasing engagement with OEP 
(Borthwick & Gallagher-Brett, 2014; Kimmons, 2016). 

Conclusion 

The open movement has come a long way in higher education, as awareness has grown in terms of 
what OER can offer faculty, the potential cost savings for students, and the impact of collaboration 
and open sharing of teaching and learning practices. The emergence of OEP reinforces that “open 
education is not just about disseminating resources [...] but also about an opportunity toward 
broadening and deepening our collective understanding of teaching and learning” (liyoshi & Kumar, 
2008, p. 439). Situating OEP within the model of constructive alignment allows faculty to envision 
how open practices might fit into their landscape of practice. Furthermore, integrating OEP in a 
deliberate way, always with a focus towards contributing to meaningful learning outcomes, ensures 
that OEP contribute to aligned and meaningful instructional practice. 
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